Introduction
Household strategies are not a current focus for researchers working in the social sciences. But in our estimation, they will soon be so again. Households mostly gain the att ention of researchers when, during periods of social change, economic and social crises or the dissolution of institutional orders, these 'invisible' social actors are expected to take on almost the entire burden of ensuring survival. It is only then that these miniature, daily practices-how decisions are made regarding the household and the division of labour within it, the use of various resources with the aim of ensuring the survival, reproduction or improvement of the household, participation in the informal economy and household production to meet the requirements of household members, as well as a reduction in consumption or a change in the manner of consumption-also become topics of interest for researchers dealing with global social processes, and not only those whose main focus is on households.
In her infl uential article, Claire Wallace convincingly shows how household strategy analysis can be a very useful tool for the analysis of diff erent societies and social groups, in at least three ways. First, household strategy can be used as a concept that takes account of the motivations and agency of actors within society. Second, this approach represents a specifi c method of analysis that examines the intersection of diff erent economies in terms of household behaviour. Third, it off ers a unique perspective by focusing on the household rather than the individual as the unit of analysis. 1 Wallace also states three conditions under which household strategies may become particularly important. The fi rst is related to the growing inclusion of women in the labour force, which leads to many tasks that had once been performed by women now having to be distributed among other household members, or having to be outsourced. The second condition relates to societies that are subject to rapid social change. In such circumstances, households are exposed to high levels of uncertainty and are forced to become refl exive and draw upon diff erent resources. The third condition under which household strategies are likely to become more important is where large segments of the economy are informal, or are becoming informalised. Under such circumstances, households must draw upon a wide range of diff erent formal and informal resources to manage their economic and social existence.
The four postsocialist states of the former Yugoslavia (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia, and Slovenia) subject to analysis in this volume correspond very well to at least the latt er two stated conditions. During the last quarter-century they have been exposed to three processes that have given rise to tectonic social changes within them: 1) the dissolution of Yugoslavia during the civil wars of the 1990s; 2) postsocialist transformation; and 3) the 2008 global economic crisis. The civil wars devastated the economic infrastructure, severed mutual economic ties and destroyed previous internal markets. On the other hand, postsocialist transformation simultaneously led to a rise in unemployment and the disappearance of some basic welfare functions that were a staple of socialism. The policy of austerity during the period of economic crisis increased these tendencies. This led to the rise of an informal economy, and greater reliance on households and extended families to provide certain functions, especially those aimed at self-provisioning, as well as particular services that had once been provided by the welfare state.
We should note, however, that the global economic crisis caught the four countries in very diff erent circumstances in terms of postsocialist transition, and at very diff erent levels of economic development. Looking at the GDP per capita, there were already quite substantial diff erences between the four countries while within the former Yugoslavia. In 1987, for instance, the GDP of Slovenia was 118% above the average for the entire country, while the GDP of Croatia was 37% above this average. Serbia and Bosnia-Herzegovina were both below average, the former by 23% and the latt er by 45%. These diff erences, in essence, persist to the present. In 2014, for instance, Slovenia reached 83% of the average GDP of the EU-28, Croatia was at 59%, Serbia at 37% and Bosnia-Herzegovina at 29%. 2 According to these data, Slovenia and Croatia had strengthened their already relatively stronger economic positions, while Serbia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, at least until the onset of the 2008/2009 crisis, had fallen further behind. Quite obviously, this happened not only because of diff erent starting points, but also because of what happened after the collapse of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, especially in terms of violent confl ict and political instability. Another macroeconomic feature that is relevant for the economic strategies of households is the basic structure of the economy. In this sense Slovenia stands out, with a relatively very high share of services in GDP (91% compared to 70% in Croatia and Serbia and 65% in Bosnia). On the other hand, Serbia stands out with a relatively high prevalence of agriculture (11% compared to 8% in Bosnia-Herzegovina, 5% in Croatia and less than 3% in Slovenia). There are also some meaningful diff erences between the four countries in terms of the size of the informal (shadow) economy. In 2007, the highest rate of informal economic activity was estimated as Bosnia (33%), Serbia (31%), Croatia (30%) and Slovenia (25%).
When the economic crisis started, GDP per capita decreased in all four countries in 2009, but by 2014 all of them had recovered. The decline was substantially higher in the more economically developed Slovenia and Croatia. Bosnia-Herzegovina had already surpassed its 2008 GDP per capita by 2010; Serbia managed to do so in 2011, Croatia in 2013 while in Slovenia it was not until 2014. 3 Since the drop in the GDP, with the partial exception of Slovenia, was not dramatic, and since life expectancy and the average level of education continued to rise, the Human Development Index rose slightly in all four countries during the period from 2008 to 2013. In Bosnia, it rose from 0.716 to 0.742, in Croatia from 0.803 to 0.820, in Serbia from 0.754 to 0.771 and in Slovenia from 0.873 to 0.888. 4 Despite the Human Development Index having increased, and the decline in GDP perhaps not appearing substantial, the global economic crisis did have a strong impact on the social welfare of citizens in the four countries. The unemployment rate, for example, rose substantially after 2008 in all the countries, reaching its peak about 2013. According to data from UNECE Statistical Database 5 for the period from 2008 to 2013, the unemployment rate rose from 23% to 28% in Bosnia-Herzegovina, from 9% to 17% in Croatia, from 14% to 22% in Serbia and from 4% to 10% in Slovenia. At the same time, the percentage of the population living below the poverty line increased substantially in all four countries. Combining data from diff erent sources, we can conclude that in Bosnia this percentage grew from 18% to 22% between 2007 and 2013. 6 In the period between 2008 and 2013 it rose from 17% to 20% in Croatia, and from 13% to 15% in Slovenia. 7 In Serbia, the percentage of the population living below the poverty line was over 25% in 2013. 8 Unfortunately, we were unable to fi nd directly comparable data for Serbia prior to 2009. According to the absolute poverty line-an approach traditionally employed in Serbia-the percentage of poor in Serbia grew from 6% in 2008 to 9% in 2013. 9 Since the at-risk-of-poverty rate is closely related to income inequality, it is not surprising that similar trends can also be identifi ed in terms of the Gini coeffi cient, a more generally used measure of income inequality. According to World Bank and Eurostat data, the Gini coeffi cient in Bosnia-Herzegovina rose from 33.1 in 2007 to 36.2 in 2013. In the period between 2008 and 2013 it also rose in Serbia (from 28.2 to 29.1) and in Slovenia (from 23.4 to 24.4). The only exception is Croatia, where the Gini coeffi cient decreased during this period, from 33.7 to 30.9.
It should be added that all the indicators had mostly improved/changed only slightly by 2015, when the data for the articles in this volume were gathered. Thus, it seems safe to conclude that these data were gathered approximately at the end of the period of major impact of the global economic crisis.
Of the fi ve texts that make up this special edition, All these articles explore household practices in times of economic crisis by building on the already established research tradition in this area. In doing so, they all apply the concept of household strategy, which emerged from empirical research in the 1960s and 1970s, in an att empt to understand and explain the survival mechanisms of vulnerable social groups. It was fi rst used in studies of poor groups in third-world countries, focusing on their informal economic activities. 10 Its application was then transferred to studies of marginal social positions (immigrants, small farmers, entrepreneurs, etc.) in advanced industrial countries. The key step in the development of this research paradigm was taken when, in the mid-1980s, Ray Pahl and Jonathan Gershuny applied the concept to all households. Their focus was mainly on work as an aspect of household strategies. 11 Later, the concept of household strategy was successfully used in studies of informal work activities and fl exible forms of work in the period of postfordist transformations 12 and studies on coping with the processes of postsocialist transformation in the societies of Central and Eastern Europe in the last decade of the 20th century. 13 The common characteristics of the approaches included in this research tradition are that they focus on social agents and their practices (agency) and that they, consequently, follow a 'bott om-up' logic. An important commonality of these studies is also that the household is usually treated as the unit of analysis, and that practices in the informal and the social economy are also studied.
The dominant tradition within this research perspective relies on rational-choice theories. 14 Within these approaches, strategies include the presence of conscious and rational decisions involving a long-term perspective. 15 Strategies are thus understood as plans of action, which sometimes leads to the conclusion that only wealthier households have enough resources to plan and choose between various options, and thus that only they can have strategies. 16 Contrary to this 'strong' defi nition of a strategy, Alan Warde 17 suggests a 'weak' defi nition, according to which a household strategy can be inferred subsequently from the course of action and outcomes achieved, irrespective of whether it was con-sciously planned or not. Thus, household strategies are understood as relatively coherent and stable combinations of production and consumption practices of households. The authors of all fi ve studies in this volume, more or less explicitly, depart from such an understanding of household strategies, and work within the framework of theories of practice, which is probably best outlined in the work of Pierre Bourdieu, Ann Swidler, Charles Taylor and Theodor Schatz ki.
Building on the described starting points, Cvetičanin and Lavrič look to identify basic strategies that households use in order to cope with challenges in times of economic crisis. In the fi rst and theoretical step, they rely on practice theories to try and bridge the strong tensions between research traditions that place emphasis on agency and sociological approaches that emphasise social structure and its infl uence on the practices of individuals and social groups. In exploring patt erns of household production and consumption practices they use the Multiple Correspondence Analysis (MCA) and Two-Steps Cluster Analysis (TCA) to identify basic household strategies and to link those strategies to the position of households in the social structure. The analyses yield fi ve general household strategies and eleven more detailed and specifi c sub-strategies across the four countries. More importantly, the authors show that there is a relatively strong connection between these (sub)strategies of action and the position of households in the social structure of these societies. In other words, the fi ndings indicate relatively typical everyday practices for certain social classes and class fractions. For example: 'Formal market strategies' (multiple full-time jobs, investing in business, etc.) are relatively typical of the upper-tier middle class; 'Moonlighting strategies' (insuffi cient/low regular incomes combined with supplementary economic activities, etc.) are more concentrated within the lower-tier middle class; while 'Reduce-Sell-Borrow strategies' and 'Self-Provisioning strategies' are most typical of the urban and rural poor. An eff ective presentation of the connection between the position of households in the social structure and their everyday practices can be seen as the main achievement of this article. As an exploratory endeavour, this study off ers a starting point for more serious att empts to bridge the theoretical gap between structure and agency, one of the major issues in contemporary sociology.
Departing from a similar understanding of household strategies, Bagić, Dobrotić, Lažnjak, Rodik and Vučković Juroš use data from a 2014 mixed-methods study, 'Typology of Survival Strategies and Sources of Income of Economically (partially) Inactive Households'. Based on a survey of 453 households and 37 semi-structured interviews, the authors att empt to establish how households with inactive or unemployed members face growing risks and uncertainty. Based on the variables they used in a K-means cluster analysis, the authors identify six household strategies: 1) struggle for independence (occasional work, help from the family, regular income, savings); 2) strenuous self-reliance (regular income, social transfers); 3) successful pooling of resources (income from agriculture, low housing costs, regular income); 4) reliance on social transfers (social transfers, low housing costs); 5) reliance on consumer debt (regular income, consumer debt); and 6) low monetisation (low housing costs). The authors also found similar patt erns when analysing the qualitative interview data, so these data were used for a more in-depth presentation of the interview case considered representative of a certain group.
Although this study was conducted in one of the countries included in the study presented in the previous article by Cvetičanin and Lavrič, the two typologies of strategies seem to diff er quite signifi cantly. This is not surprising if one considers the fact that Bagić and collaborators focused their analysis on a very specifi c sub-population, namely inactive households. Another important reason for the discrepancy is that diff erent indicators were used in the two studies. For instance, Cvetičanin and Lavrič put a lot of emphasis on consumption cuts during times of crisis (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) , which is virtually absent from the approach taken by Bagić and collaborators. On the other hand, the fi rst study does not take into account the level of consumer debt, which is one of the crucial indicators in the second study. Nevertheless, it is not diffi cult to discern some parallels between the two approaches. Based on the descriptions of existing clusters, it seems obvious that, for instance, all six strategies found among the Croatian inactive households are well matched with the strategies of the capital-poor social classes from the Cvetičanin and Lavrič study.
In the third article of this volume, Efendić, Cvetičanin and Kumalić use survey data from the project 'Life-Strategies and Survival Strategies of Households and Individuals in Southeast European Societies in the Times of Crisis' in order to investigate determinants of practices of households in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia and Slovenia. The authors are mainly interested in activities that can be viewed as a response of households to the latest global economic crisis. From this point of view, they distinguish between thriving activities (investing, increasing savings, decreasing debt and buying real estate and cars) and surviving activities (selling property out of necessity, spending savings or borrowing money). Unlike most authors, who distinguish between households that rely on off ensive (thriving) strategies and households that use defensive (surviving) strategies, the authors focus on those households that in their daily practices combine two, albeit superfi cially, mutually opposing group activities. In their main analysis, they use a 'seemingly unrelated bivariate probit model' (SUBPM) to assess the relations between diff erent characteristics of households on the one hand, and thriving and surviving household activities on the other. Their initial fi nding is that thriving and surviving activities are mutually endogenous strategies and are joint outcomes of a wider system of infl uence. The most important factor aff ecting whether households were more engaged in thriving or surviving activities appeared to be the economic performance of households. While these two fi ndings might not be very surprising or revealing, a more interesting fi nding is that the level of social trust plays an important role in the model. Both at the macro (generalised and institutional trust) and the micro (informal networks existing on the ground) level, social trust is positively linked more with thriving and less with surviving activities.
In a paper based on research fi ndings from a wider research project entitled 'Roma Early Childhood Inclusion+ (RECI+), Croatia Report', Lynett e Šikić-Mićanović sets out to explore the coping strategies of diff erent Roma populations in Croatia. Data referring to 135 Roma households were collected through interviews with Roma parents and community leaders, as well as with representatives of non-governmental organisations, social workers and local offi cials. Field notes referring to each researcher's observations and impressions were also collected.
After thoroughly presenting the very diffi cult economic situation of the vast majority of Roma households, the author presents the main everyday practices that are being used by the households to cope with poverty. These practices are categorised into four groups, which the author understands as strategies: household-based, work-based, kin-based and aid-based strategies. Household strategies are, thus, in this paper understood as sets of practices within specifi c areas of everyday life. In this aspect, Šikić-Mićanović diff ers somewhat from the other authors in this volume, who understand household strategies as empirically most common combinations of practices from diff erent areas of life. However, the author is conscious of the diff erence and explains that, in more general terms, strategies of Roma households could generally be classifi ed as 'individualistic reactive strategies', a term coined by Cvetičanin, Spasić and Gavrilović. 18 These strategies are typical of households with a low level of (economic, social and cultural) capital and are characterised by short-term reactions to life's challenges using whatever is available at that moment. Šikić-Mićanović concludes that, due to severe material deprivation and poverty, Roma households predominantly employ an extreme version of these strategies, focusing almost exclusively on day-to-day survival. Probably the most interesting contribution of this paper is the thorough presentation of diff erent concrete practices that are being used by Roma households and are presented within four main strategies as defi ned by the author.
Building on an extended Bourdieusian theoretical framework, Krstić, Derado, Naterer and Kumalić present an explorative study of life-strategies in agricultural households. The data were gathered through 25 group interviews held in small farmer households within the project 'Life-Strategies and Survival Strategies of Households and Individuals in Southeast European Societies in the Times of Crisis'. The authors are particularly interested in the question of how structural conditions of households relate to their participation in two 'fi elds of play': the fi eld of formal economy and the fi eld of informal economy. Their fi ndings indicate that, due to various structural limitations, most small farmers are relatively unsuccessful playing in the formal fi eld in terms of, for example, selling their products on the formal market, applying for subsidies and grants, or fi nding employment. This appears to be the main reason why their focus usually turns to self-provisioning and to practices in the informal fi eld, mostly selling in the informal economy and relying on solidarity within informal networks.
The authors also touch on the question of structure and agency. A very interesting fi nding is that high levels of activity in the informal fi eld do not suffi ce for success in the formal fi eld. Only households with members who had been relatively deeply immersed in the formal economic fi eld (e.g., though employment in a more urban sett ing and/or higher levels of education, which also relates to residing in urban areas for longer periods of time) were able to become successful players in the formal fi eld (as well). Such households are understood as ones with a 'multiply-layered habitus', i.e., a habitus combining traditional agricultural elements with more modernistic/urban elements. Such a habitus is closely related to 'refl exive agency', understood as '[…] a refl exive and innovative action which stems from capitals and habitus while modifying them at the same time'. In more general terms, these results suggest that high levels of agency can have a tangible impact on the structural position of a smallfarm household only if they are successfully combined with the exposure of some household members to the habitus of a structurally diff erent fi eld, or in other words, with the growth of the cultural capital of the household.
We hope that the texts making up this special issue of the Südosteuropa journal not only off er valid insight into the household strategies used in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia and Slovenia during the period of economic crisis in the mid-2010s, but that they also, by operating outside the dominant tradition in studying household strategies, introduce certain theoretical innovations and new methodological solutions. Thus, we expect that they will prove to be interesting to the readers and inspirational to those interested in studying households and their practices.
